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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

% 

Tna  project  manager  in  the  Department  of  Defense  has  been  character- 
ized at  the  Defense  Systems  Management  School  as  fitting  into  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  organizational  hierarchy  -within  one  of  the  Military  De- 
partments. The  integrative  role  of  Defense  Agencies  would  appear  to 
make  it  feasible  to  use  project  managei's  within  these  agencies  as  well 
as  llitary  Departments.  The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  investigage  the 
rationale  for  establisning  project  nanagers  at  Defense  Agencies  through 
identifidng  such  project  managers,  identifying  reasons  for  and  against 
establishing  such  managers  within  Defense  Agencies  ratner  than  .'lilitary 
Departments  and  identifying  problems  encoimterei  with  this  approach. 

Tne  study  was  undertaken  with  two  assuiiiptions : that  project  mminagers 

for  major  defense  systems  are  chartered  or  otnerv'se  clearly  designated ; 
and  tnat  the  number  of  major  program  i.anagers  at  Defense  Agencies  is  suf- 
ficiently large  to  warrant  characterization  of  oroject  .management  at  tnat 
level  in  ter:;.s  of  ti.eir  characteristic  mode  of  operation,  proble::s  en- 
countered and  types  of  successes  and  failures. 

No  research  addressing  the  feasibility  of  cmartering  project  mianager.s 
for  mjor  defense  syste.-.s  at  Defense  Age:;cies  could  be  located. 

A soarca  t r'-umm  t;.e  Defense  Doc  urn.  mi  on  tenter  .and  Defense  'tyste.ms 
:anage.'*ent  Scnool  .decords  as  well  as  liaison  with  the  office  of  the  .Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  t ie  Defense  Intelligence  .-tgency.  Defense  Nuclear  Agency, 
{iational  Security  Agency  and  Defense  Com.  runic  a ti  on  s Agency  identified 
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only  one  project  manager  for  a major  dof<  ise  system  who  was  not  located 
within  a I'lilitary  Department:  The  Defense  Satellite  Communications  Program 

Phase  II  Project  Manager  at  thh  Defense  Comaunications  Agency.  He  inte- 
grates the  efforts  of  an  Army  project  manager  for  the  earth  terminal  sub- 
system and  an  Air  Force  project  manager  for  the  space  subsystem,  and  is 
chartered  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense.  'fJhile  project  management 
is  practiced  at  Defense  Agencies,  it  is  characteristically  done  without  a 
forjal  charter.  Major  systei-.s  acquisition  responsibility  is  assigned  by 
Defense  Agencies  to  a project  manager  in  one  of  the  >iilitary  Departments, 

Rationale  for  chartering  a project  manager  at  a Defense  Agency  may  be 
grouped  into  one  following  categories:  (1)  A project  manager  at  an  Agency 

has  a broader  view;  (2)  A project  manager  at  an  Agency  has  fewer  procedu- 
ral hurdles  between  himself  and  office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decision 
makers;  ani  (3)  Appointment  of  a project  manager  for  a project  whicn  is 
an  inherent  responsibility  of  an  Agency  within  that  Agency  avoids  fragment- 
ing management  responsibilities. 

Rationale  for  requiring  all  project  laanagers  to  be  witrdn  Mlitary  De- 
partments may  be  grouped  into  the  following  categories;  (1 ) Appointing 
project  managers  wi'.hin  Defense  Agencies  is  likely  to  result  in  fail 
utilize  the  structure  and  expertise  in  syste.'.s  acquisition  gained  by 
Military  Depart. lents ; and  (2)  Streamlined  coordination  channels  can  re- 
sult in  incomplete  coordination. 

Based  on  the  sa.:ple  size  of  one  Defense  Ageiicy  project  jvmager,  the 
Defense  Saiellire  Co.,  unications  ‘h-ogram  Phase  II  Project  Manager  at  the 
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Defense  Coirimunications  Agency,  problens  may  be  grouped  as  follows: 

(1 ) Cost  growth;  (2)  Schedule  slip;  (3)  Technical  performance;  and 

% 

(4)  Political.  The  cost,  schedule  and  technical  performance  problems 
generally  originated  in  the  subsystem  projects  being  managed  by  Military 
Department  project  managers,  and  are  therefore  independent  of  the  level 
of  the  project  manager.  It  is  also  likely  that  the  political  problems 
would  have  been  encountered  regardless  o:‘  the  level  of  the  project  t.-anager 
within  the  DoD  organizational  hierarchy. 

This  study  has  sr.own  that:  (1)  Chartered  project  managers  for  ii.ajor 

defense  systems  are  alr.ost  exclusively  located  at  lllitary  Department  level; 

(2)  riiat  a project  manager  s.-.ould  be  placed  at  a Defense  Agency  only  if 
his  function  directly  overlaps  the  Agency's  function  and  management  frag- 
mentation and/or  service  rivalry  would  resilt  fro:'i  his  establishment  with- 
in a Military  Department*  ana  (3)  The  number  of  iiontifiable  major  de- 
fense system  propraia  managers  at  Defense  Agencies  is  not  sufficiently  large 
to  warrant  characterisation  of  project  management  at  Defe  '.se  Agency  level. 
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CHARTERING  PROJECT  I-LINAGER3  NITHIN  DEFENSE 
AGE.:CIE3  RAT-'ER  THAN  J4ILITARY  DEPARTMENTS: 
WHY  AND  '.VHY  NOT 


Introduction 


The  characterization  of  a project  inanager  in  tr.e  Department  of  Defense 
presented  to  program  management  course  ’4-1  by  the  staff  and  faculty  of  the 
Defense  Systems  ilanagement  School  naa  bean  one  of  a uilitiry  officar  within 
one  of  the  three  .ilitary  Departuents  with  policies  and  procedures  varying 


among  these  Departments.  Tne  Departm.ent  of  Defense  has  increasingly  cen- 
tralized control  and  enlarged  the  staff  responsive  to  tne  Office  of  tne 
Secretary  of  Defense  since  Secretary  Nc;!a..ara.  Concentration  of  integra- 
tive effort  at  a level  responsive  directly  to  OSD  rather  t;>an  t:;rough  ser- 
vice secretaries  has  rosultod  iii  ostablisa.aent  of  defense  ■'gencies  ;.nd  nu- 
merous ol.ier  groups  whoso  chain  of  co.-r.and  is  either  directly  to  t.:e  Cffico 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  t rough  tn ' Joint  C let's  o ' Staff  to  t:.a 
office  of  t'ae  Secretary  of  DefeSiSe  wittiou'.  supervision  by  ilitai-y  Depart- 
ment Hcaj'vuarters.  fne  roles  of  these  agencies  are  to  integrate  efforts 
of  tne  ilitary  f'ep.rt. . uiLs  mi  all  other  D-.‘i>art  ■.  nt  o;'  Defense  acti/i"ins 
ill  a jaartic  Inr  f.i;ctional  area  toward  t'!:e  ac  in /e  u^nt.  o'"  Separt-,enl  of 


■fonse  ronls. 


interntive  roles  ot 


euf;  '.sf-'-’.ne  Agencies  v/o  ild  a-, 


poar  to  ...ake  use  o:'  project  ;v.nago.:K-n t tec  .niques  and  appointment  of  project 
managers  within  tnasa  agencies  comnon.  fnis  leads  one  to  consider  *he 


(1) 


possibility  of  a n mber  of  project  managers  w:o  are  not  subject  to  the 
policies  arvl  procedures  of  any  of  the  individual  services,  and  seek  a basis 
for  comparing  them  to  their  counterparts  within  Military  Departn.ents. 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  investigate  the  rationale  used  for 
testablishing  project  managers  at  Defense  Agencies  rather  than  witnin 
Military  Depart; lants. 

In  order  to  answer  this  question,  t.ree  specific  tasks  were  undertaken: 
(1)  Identification  of  project  managers  at  Defense  Agencies;  (2)  Identifi- 
cation of  reasons  for  and  against  establishing  such  managers  within  Defense 
Agencies  rath.er  than  within  Military  '.)eo.artmvnts;  and  (3)  licntification 
of  problnms  encountered  by  t 'ese  Defense  Agency  project  ;rianagers. 

Key  terms  used  in  ihis  st'^dy  are  defined  is  follows: 

Defense  Ag  :■  ncy : \n  agency  w'-.ich  re-  arts  to  the  Joint  Cl’i'r'  rs  of  Stuff 

or  Cl'flco  ■■■  ,S‘'crutary  of  Defense.  TDcu.-ples  are  t'.^^  Dofe.Li:  Soiuruni- 

cations  Ageno;,',  Dofo.nse  Supply  .Agency  nJ  Mitional  Sec  u'ity  .Agency. 


Mill I'-.ry  De : rt  .--'nt ; The  .'S  Ar.ay,  ' 3 N'avy  or  J Air  Force. 
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production  costs  or  otherwise  raeets  the  criteria  for  a major  program  as 
defined  by  DoD  Directive  5000*1  (1s1)^  * 

Ihe  study  was  undertaken  with  two  assumptions:  (1)  that  project 

managers  for  major  defense  systems  are  chartered  or  otherwise  clearly 
designated;  and  (2)  that  the  number  of  major  program  managers  at  Defense 
Agencies  is  su'^ficieritly  large  to  warrant  c ;aracterizaticn  of  project 
manager-ient  at  Defense  Agency  level  vers'  Military  Department  level  in 
terms  of  their  characteristic  mode  of  operation,  problems  encountered 
and  types  of  successes  and  failures. 

Mat'iodology  used  was  as  follows:  (1)  The  Defense  T^ocumentation 

Center  was  queried  for  docu:,.ents  pertaining  to  project  managers  at  Defense 
Agencies  or  other  activities  at  the  level  of  the  Joint  Cniefs  of  Staff  or 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense;  (2)  Officials  at  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  c:  Defense  were  queried  concerning  project  managers  in  Defense 
Agencies;  (3)  Officials  at  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency,  Defense  Sup- 
ply Agency,  Defense  t'^clecr  Agency  and  National  Security  Agency  were  queried 
concerning  project  Managers  in  Defense  Agencies;  (4)  Detailed  discussions 
v:ere  held  with  officials  at  the  Defense  Comnunicati ens  Agency  concerning 
project  management  within  the  Agency;  (5)  Officials  at  t:e  Office  of  t e 
Jscretary  of  Del'ense,  Department  of  tne  Ar,..y,  Chief  of  St-aff  of  t'..e  '.ir 
rhu'ce,  Ar  .y  .fateri^l  Co.u.:.ini  a’li  ,‘.ir  force  .'yste..s  So.  .-i.' na  were  q-eriei  on 
a non-attribution  basis  concerning  the  effectiveness  of  Defense  Agency 
project  imanageu.ent. 


^ "his  nnta  .iu.'^  will 
c quota  t:  uus  n i . ; jor 
in  t'  e i'lio'-r.T  f 


be  used  t .roughout  tuis  .Study  Report  for  so'ui'ces 
refere.ucos.  She  fir.'-t  nu.f-r  is  t:.v  source  listed 
■a  uecund  n rv'er  i-  tse  p.*,y>  in  tr  e reference. 
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This  stxidy  is  organized  as  follows;  Chapter  Two  provides  the  results 
of  efforts  to  identify  project  i^anagers  in  Defense  Agencies'  Chapter  Three 
presents  rationale  for  chartet*ing  project  managers  at  Efefense  Agencies. 
Chapter  Four  treats  problems  which  have  arisen  in  the  project  identified 
in  Chapter  Two.  Chapter  Five  suiiimarizes  findings  and  conclusions. 

Training  in  project  r.anagership  has  been  provided  by  the  Defense 
Systems  Idanagemcnt  School  fac;jlty  at  Defense  Agency  level  ( Cojiiaander  3d 
Grant  - National  Security  Agency).  Records  of  chartered  program  managers 
are  maintained  by  the  Defense  SystetiS  Management  School  staff.  No  res>^arch 
addressing  the  feasibility  of  c.iartering  project  manarrers  for  major  defense 
systems  at  Defense  Agencies  could  be  located  from  any  source. 


CHAPrSR  T.iu 

.IDENTIFYING  PROJECT  tL\NAGE:l3  .JIT.;IN  DSFSN'GS  AGENCIES 

% 

A search  through  Defense  DocumentaUon  Center  data  records  revealed 
no  charters  for  Defense  Agency  project  naruij'ep*. 


Telephonic  contact  with  the  Office  of 
vided  the  following  infonnation:  (1)  All 

each  Defense  Agency  places  it  in  an  inie  t 
program  has  been  assigned  by  the  Agencies 

(2)  Defense  Agencies  the.(;selves  are  in  i 
their  project  management  actions.  (3)  T "• 
Defense  looks  to  the  Defense  Syster.s  ilana  : 
of  records  and  data  on  locations  and  fund 

Telephonic  contact  with  the  Defense  I:. 
Agency  an:i  Matior.al  Sec'jrity  Agency  i.Diji 
these  Agencies  had  pi'oject  managers  w;.a.,- 
withoat  special  access  security  .r.eas  ir^s. 
wit'i'.in  the  .-.uthority  of  the  Agency's  "c  • 
Directive  assigning  the  Agency  mission,  f 
bility)  ratner  t::an  a specific  cmrler  ‘.  j 

(3)  In  neai'ly  every  case,  ilitary  De  r 
project  manage, '.eni  resoonr.ibili  it -s  ' 
major  defense  system  project  manager  co>* 

Telephone  contact  wit:,  the  Dofeme 
projects  are  nor. ally  assigned  to  a 


t 9 Secretary  of  Defense  pro- 
0 tr.e  basic  rnission  of 
a*iv«  role,  virtually  every  major 
»o  one  of  the  ilitary  Departments. 

• best  position  to  describe 
e rfflce  of  the  Secretary  of 
- .r..nt  3c  ool  as  a repository 
: :r,5  of  project  managers. 

-elliganco  Agency,  Defense  iluclear 

• t j foilo’wing:  (1)  None  of 

rogjcts  could  be  discussed 

) :.ijor  projects  were  pursued 
r'.T*  (a  Dnpart.m  nt  of  Defense 
.r.i'lor.s,  authority  and  responsi- 
.. r.  IniivUual  project  rianager. 

• . '.Is  irt  r,5si.;ned  specific 

• ' ■ -■  :''Ots.  (4)  h’o  Agency 

i i:«:, lined. 

;-.ly  .tfency  indicated  that  mjor 
<•  "'rrlre  wilh  I :>•  project  ."anager 


in  that  service  coordinating  total  requirements  and  development  of  the 
project  throughout  the  Department  of  Defense  vrith  the  staff*  of  the  Defense 
Supply  Agency  monitoring  his  progress.  No  Agency  major  defense  system 
project  manager  could  be  identified. 

The  Defense  Ccsmunications  Agency  provided  the  following  information; 

(t ) One  project  manrgar  is  currently  chartered  within  the  Agency:  the 

Defense  Satellite  Comruunications  Program  Phase  II  Project  Manager,  His 
charter  (2:all)  was  issued  under  the  provisions  of  Department  of  Defense 
Directive  5010,14  dated  19^5  (3;all)  and  has  not  been  updated  since  DoD 
Directive  5000.1  superceded  5010.14  (Jul  ?1)»  The  project  manager  named 
in  the  charter  has  been  replaced.  The  charter's  language  is  considered 
to  be  broad  enough  to  negate  a requirement  for  update.  The  project  man- 
ager's chain  of  command  is  as  follows:  Deputy  Director,  Plans  an-.i  Programs, 

Defense  Co  ..nunications  Agency;  Director,  Di^fense  Con -.unicalions  Agency; 

Joint  Cniefs  of  Ctaff  (Priiaar-y  interface  is  with  the  Director,  Comn’unications- 
Electronics,  J-6);  and  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (pri/iary  interfacs 
is  with  the  Director,  felecom-aunications  Co.:::.uni  and  Control  Syste  iS, 
formerly  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense,  Telecoianunications) , The 
earth  ter.iinal  subsystem  of  the  Defonse  Satelli'-e  Communications  ystem 
is  the  resoar.siMlity  of  tne  Aruty  Satellite  Co  i.unica  ti  ons  Agency,  -irmy 
electronics  Co.  uv.arvi , .■''U- y ..'.iteriel  Co'.nand,  operating  under  a project 
manage.nent  charter  (4:all).  The  space  s.ibsysten  of  the  D3C3  is  tne  res- 
ponsibility of  t.’.e  Sp.ace  arxl  fissile  Syste..s  Organization,  A.ir  Force  fyste.as 
Co  -r.inJ,  operating  ’.inier  a Program  Manage. r.ent  Directi'.’e  (5:all). 


*ffPIWl' "Mil  .»IW.."»>M9'  • 


(2)  Project  managers  for  the  Automatic  Voice  Network  (ANTOVON)  ard  Automatic 
Digital  Network  (AITTODIN)  were  formerly  chartered  within  the  Agency,  but  these 
systems  have  moved  past  procurement  into  their  operational  phases.  Tl’ie 
Agency  has  used  its  charter  (6  tail)  as  authority  for  its  integrative  role 
in  other  defense  systems  rather  than  issuing  a separate  charter  for  each 
individual  who  performs  the  functions  of  a project  aianager. 

Inquiries  throughout  the  Defense  Systems  I^anagerrent  School  fac  ilty  and 
staff  identified  no  major  defense  system  project  aianagers  outside  Military 
Departments.  I;‘iere  are  several  examples  on  project  managers  in  one  I'lili~ 
tary  Department  who  develop  and/or  field  a system  in  coordination  with 
Defense  Agencies  and  other  Military  Departments  witr.  tneir  c .ain  of  command 
througa  their  service  secretary,  but  no  major  system  project  managers  above 
Military  Department  level. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 

, RATIONALE  FOR  CHARTERING;  PROJECT  >UNAGER3  AT  DEFENSE  AGS?JCIS3 


Rationale  for  cnartering  a project  manager  at  a Defense  Agency  may 
be  grouped  into  tliree  categories:  (1)  A project  manager  at  an  Agency 

has  a broader  view;  (2)  A project  manager  at  an  Agency  has  fewer  procedural 
hurdles  between  hi., .self  and  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  decision 
• makers;  and  (3)  Appointment  of  a program  manager  for  a project  whic.n  is 
an  inherent  responsibility  of  an  Agency  within  that  Agency  avoids  frag- 
menting oianage.'ient  responsibilities. 

Rationale  for  requiring  all  project  managers  to  be  with.in  Jlilitary 
Dep-artr.ents  .may  be  grouped  into  two  categories:  (1)  Aopointing  project 

managers  in  Defense  Agencies  is  likely  to  result  in  failure  to  utilize  the 
structure  and  expertiso  in  syste  us  acoyuisition  gained  by  t.;e  AAlitcry 
Departments:  a.nd  (2)  gtrea.’ilined  coordination  channels  can  resilt,  in 
incoi,:plete  coordina t ion. 

Proponents  of  c..nrt9ring  project  .nanagers  at  Defense  Agency  level 
point  ouL  aae  uroader  view  au  t.at  level  in  terms  of  planning  and  indif- 
fere.nce  to  interservice  rivalry. 

An  example  of  t.-.is  broider  view  of  plannin.g  is  th.e  staff  relationship 
of  I e project  mar.:;  in  t >?  Dsfen.se  Coau .anici  tions  .Agency  to  the  .staff 
pl-nncrs  t.icre.  ct.i  . ilit  iry  De par  1. '-.ents  ana  Defense  Agencies  have  access 
to  and  base  plans  on  the  Join-  Intelligence  Hstioiaie  for  Planning  (JIEP), 
Joir.t  L ng-.Ra.ngo  D'f  i..n  live  Intelligence  Cocum'^nt  (JLP.HID),  Joint  Long- 
Range  Strategic  Study  (JLR.i':),  Joint  Stra  eric  Objectives  Plan  (J.DOF), 
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Joint  Strategic  Capabilities  Plan  (JSCP)  and  Join-  Research  and  Developsisnt 

Objectives  Docun.ent  (JRIOD).  Based  on  these  plans  and  documents,  the 

% 

Defense  Coc.Ufiunications  Agency  plans  to  provide  for  tna  evolutionary  de- 
velopment and  improvement  of  the  Defense  Conmunica :ions  System  (which 
includes  the  Defense  Satellite  Communications  vygtem)  within  national  and 
Defense  Department  objectives.  Inis  is  planning  which  includes  resources 
of  the  three  Illitary  Departments  in  the  functional  area  of  telecommunications. 

Short  ter.r.  olar.-'ing,  essentially  a dynamic  communications  requirements 
model,  is  continuously  in  process  based  on  day-to-day  changes  in  user 
teleoonununica  :ions  reqiiirements.  Subsystem/project  plans  covering  a 0-5 
year  time  fra:.e  ire  ic.e  backbone  of  near  ter.i;  Agency  planning.  These 
su'jsystem/pro ject  pi  ns  address  a single  project  or  r el- ted  group  of 
projects,  considering  funding,  schedule,  responsibilities,  etc.  They  are 
normally  used  for  .’inor  telaco.  ..nnnications  projects  as  defined  in  DoD 
Directive  ^630.!  (,^:1).  Long  ter.a  plinning  for  teleco.umnications  require- 
ments satisfaction  c.:lr.inatss  in  a multi -vol’ime  docu.  ent  known  as  the 
Defense  Con.m-inications  iyste:'  Plan  w icn.  addresses  planning  factors  (gjid-nce, 
objectives,  e-c),  t.ie  present  Defense  Coiuiunicati ons  qysteifi  (DCl),  the  future 
DCh,  required  research  and  development  and  near  term  improve. .ents.  T:.e  plan- 
ning schedul'-*  is  in  consonnance  with,  tne  Department  of  Defe.ise  ^lanriing, 

Progru.  minf  '■■■r.i  ?u. ! ;eti.ng  Dystem.  as  v;ell  as  t.'.e  cycle  for  the  Jount  pl,an.s 
cited  above. 

The  interactif-n  between  planners  for  the  DCS  and  tt;e  project  manager 
for  the  Defense  Satelli'.e  Com.  runic  a tio  ns  hystc..  is  continuous,  phasin.,: 
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of  short  tern  req ,ire.nents  utilizing  -ne  existing  satellite  system  are 
impacted  by  RiD  testing  for  the  new  Pnase  II  system.  Near  term  require- 
ment satisfaction  must  be  geared  to  ioiproving  systeifi  capability.  Long 
term  and  RID  requirements  drive  satellite  system  technical  performance 
rea_uirements  as  well  as  being  driven  by  tae  success  of  the  program  manager 
in  integrating  cost,  sc..ed>.le,  and  technical  performance  of  the  system. 

This  interaction  is  enhanced  by  both  planning  and  project  management 
functions  being  structured  organizationally  in  the  same  directorate  of  the 
Defense  Cojtnonications  Agency. 

Although  the  project  m-.nager  himself  is  normally  a member  of  one  of 
the  Military  Depirtinents,  .is  position  in  t;.e  Agency's  structure  forces 
him  to  treat  inter-service  rivalry  with  indiffei'ence . In  the  case  of  t.ie  . 
Defense  Satellite  Co.  urunications  System  program  manager,  ho  is  a Na’/y  06 . 
and  reports  to  an  Air  Force  07  who  reports  to  an  irmy  08.  In  addition  to 
this  organizational  structure  incentive,  the  project  muinager  must  depe.ni 
on  funis  being  .i.ude  available  in  more  than  one  Military  Jep.;rtment  buig’zt 
without  which  his  orojeot  cannot  possibly  succeed. 

Despite  uroced'ures  established  ’within  e-nch  service  to  expedite  coordi- 
nation on  proj.'rct  .management  actions,  projec’..  iranagers  in  itilitary  jepii’t- 
;:en’.s  are  usu.-'.ily  re:puired  to  brief  and  cooriin'  te  such  actions  tiirou;’' 


;o....:uity  or  zys  s i--  1,  isateriel  or  sys' 


,s  c and  level 


an.i  departr.ent  headquarters/service  secretary  level  prior  ’.o  coordination 
at  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defer.se  level.  In  cs.n'rast  the  ro_te  o the 


o:'.fice  of  tr.e  Secretary  of  Defense  for  i projec’-  ,m.i;.-ger  st  :he  Defense 
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Communications  Agency,  for  example,  is  through  the  Agency  Director  and 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  It  is  recognized,  however,  that  successful  project 

« 

managers  usually  thoroughly  coordinate  their  actions  regardless  of  t’neir 
position  in  the  organizational  structure. 

Defense  Agencies  have  been  established  at  a level  in  the  Department  of 
Defense  organizational  hierarchy  which  enhances  their  responsiveness  to 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  a;id  Secretary  of  Defense.  Tney  have  been  assigned 
integrative  mission  which  normally  require  them  to  integrate  a function  in 
all  three  .iilitary  Depart. .e-nts  as  well  as  ot:.e.r  Department  o ‘ Defense 
activities.  If  a project  tanager  is  chartered  to  manage  one  of  these 
functions,  .-.is  responsibility  and  the  responsibility  of  the  .Agency  assig.ned 
the  function  overl-sp.  If  the  project  wa.nager  is  not  located  within  the 
Agency's  organizational  structure,  then  ne  hierarc  y in  w ich  he  is  as- 
signed i.ust  assuoie  responsibility  for  management  of  his  f 'unction.  This, 
of  course,  loads  to  both  duplication  of  effort  bet'/;een  the  program  ."lanagor's 
hierarchy  a.nd  fu.e  Agency's  hierarchy  a.-id  fragments  .management  of  the 
function. 

Since  nearly  -ill  tiie  chartered  major  defense  syste.m  project  .managers  are 
structured  vfithin  the  Military  Dupartuients , it  woiild  anpear  that  the  bulk 
of  experience,  expertise  and  procedures  reayuired  to  insure  good  project 
.;anage;..ent  in  t.,e  j.  o.art,  out  uf  Defeu.st'  are  co.x-en' rated  in  t;;e  Military 
Departments.  To  charter  a .r.ajor  defense  system  project  lanager  in  a De- 
fense Agency  would  be  to  i;.-ipose  his  project  on  a management  struct'.u'e  with, 
at  lest,  a .tiiou  lou'sr  volu.'.e  of  .-ajor  sysi‘-.:-.  project  management  d.-y-to-day 
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business,  and  experience.  It  shoild  be  remembered,  '.owever,  that  Defense 
Agency  military  personnel  are  dratm  from  Military  Departments  and  that  a 
portion  of  the  expertise  and  experience  of  each  Military  Department  is 
therefore  available  to  each  Defense  Agency. 

The  strea;alined  coordination  route  from  a Defense  Agency  to  the  Depart- 
ment oi.'  Defense  can  counter  the  advantage  of  expeditious  processing  vritn  a 
disadvantage  of  iyoissed  exper-ise  and  c;-eck  and  balance  procedures  required 
within  Military  Deputments.  Viile  the  action  my  get  to  the  Office  of  tne 
Secretary  of  Defense  sooner  for  a decision  from  a Defense  Agency,  an  impor- 
tant point  or  conflict  could  well  be  missed  wdc.-.  wo  ild  ha  re  ’~een  caught 
in  tne  idlitary  Department  review  process. 

The  suMTiation  of  this  rationale  appears  to  be  that  a project  manager 
should  be  placed  at  a Defense  Agency  only  if  his  f snetion  directly  over- 
laps tho  gency's  function,  and  management  fragments tion  ani/or  service 
rivalry  would  result  from  n.is  establishment  witnin  a 'llitary  Departn.ent. 
Defense  Agency  Project  .-imagers  rmst  ins’ure  completed  coordination  to  pre- 
clude problem, s wh.icii  ..ignt  otnerwise  go  unidentified  until  t;.eir  rectification 
is  impossible  or  oxtre.',ely  difficult. 


CHAPTSa  FOUR 

DEFENSE  AGENCY  PROJECT  MANAGSIGNT  PROBLEMS 

« 

■^ased  on  the  sa-ple  sir:e  of  one  Defense  Agemy  project  manager,  the 
Defense  Satellite  CooLTiunications  System  Project  YAns-gur  at  the  Defense 
Communications  Agency,  problems  maybe  grouped  as  follows;  (1)  Cost 
growth;  (2)  Schedule  slip;  (3)  Technical  performance;  anh  (4)  Political. 

Addressing  these  problems  in  reverse  order,  perhaps  the  oolitical  prob- 
le  r.s  encountered  by  the  project  were  among  the  first  major  ones.  Hurdles 
were;  '-/hy  can't  the  Decartment  of  Defense  lease  the  satellite  service  it 
requires  co.uriercially?  (hardening,  anti^jan,  control  of  earth  ter  .inals, 
special  modes  of  operation);  Hhy  can't  t..e  Depart.nent  of  Defense  lease 
satellites  or  satellite  transponders  and  develop  only  earth  tercdnals? 

(same  as  above)  .Tay  can't  the  Dapartment  of  Defense  lease  earth  terminals 
rather  than  buy  Ine.-n?  (sane  as  above)  '.re  we  festering  idlitary  co;..petition 
vjith  industry?  ("'resident  'Axon;  ""he  Defense  .Satellite  Co.aununications 
Prograi'i  is  unique  and  vital  to  t'ne  nation").  "i’ese  political  proble..s 
would  have  pron-ibl/  beset  l .e  prograiu  reg -.'Jless  of  the  location  of  the 
project  .Tianager  in  t-.e  organizati onal  structure, 

'Dschnical  perforruince  of  trie  initial  system  (l^hase  l)  was  li.dted  ty 
'i-he  n'J:if  er  an  .l  q i.'.lity  o'  available  chann.els,  low  reliability  of  e ;rtVi 
■.vr.,insl3,  ’.v;  lu  ^.i-.^io-.:;  of  ss',  tqq-.f.  v^viil  .hi^  ^ :_y^  - 1 , .ne..  jf  l.;j 

pnase  II  sutelli'ves  i.iproved  q .ality  aral  satelli'e  vailability  for  a sliort 
period,  but  botn  satellites  eve.itu.illy  f;.iled.  Two  additional  satellites, 
recently  liui'icned  after  a delay  for  in.'ectigation  of  t:.e  roason  for  t..e 
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failure  of  the  first  two  satellites,  are  perforitiing  well.  Earth  terminals 
are  being  modified  to  improve  reliability,  ■ nd  in  some  cases,  replaced. 
Technical  perfortfance  of  the  earth  teri/iinal  and  space  subsystems  are  the 
responsibility  of  project  managers  in  the  Army  and  Air  “orce,  and  cannot 
be  cited  as  totally  the  responsibility  of  the  Defense  Agency  project 
manager. 

Schedule  slips  have  teen  attributed  to  technical  performance  problems, 
operational  requirements,  etc. 

All  tne  above  problems  have  probably  impacted  on  cost  growth.  Cost 
ceilings  were  changed  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  in  May  1970 
( 8:1),  and  may  require  f'urthor  adjustment. 
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CHAPTER  FIVE 


SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

Chartered  Project  .'anagars  for  .rajor  defense  systems  are  almost  ex- 
clusively located  within,  the  DoD  organi?a  .lonal  str  ’.cture  at  Military 
Department  le/el. 

'jfliile  project  manago.-nent  is  practiced  at  Defense  Agencies  it  is 
characteristically  lone  without  a formal  charter.  Major  systems  acq'oisition 
responsibility  is  assigned  by  Defense  Agencies  to  a,  .‘llitary  Departinent. 

The  one  chartered  project  manager  identified  at  a Defense  Agency,  the 
Project  ivanager  for  the  Defense  Satellite  Communications  Program,  Phase  II 
at  tne  Defense  Co.,..i.uiications  Agency  h.as  cogent  reasons  for  his  position 
in  the  organizational  structure,  and  integ,rates  the  efforts  of  project 
managers  in  two  services  who  manage  subsystems  of  the  Defense  Satellite 
Ccm...unicati  ons  '/stem, 

The  cost,  so.'.ei.le,  tech.'^lcal  perfor.  ir.ce  problems  w..ich  beset  t.ne 
Defense  satellite  Co.. .. '.unic-i  tions  Program  .are  not  the  res  ilt,  directly, 
o'  piacing  t;:e  project  /.anager  at  Defense  Agency  level,  an:i  cannot  be 
co.mpared  with  other  si. liar  project  managers  since  there  are  none. 

This  study  h ■ .a  s ;Owu  that  nroject  .-cinagers  in  Defense  \gencies  are 
difficult  to  ider.  ;ify,  Rusearc;;  to  tie  th_:  ioll.ir?  cxuendeJ  hv  Defe.nse 

J ,l'-  '• 

A-;ericies  to  .saeci ''ic  proj*»cts  i.ir  t yiebl  iuterosti.  ^ real's,  u-  wcul-d 
arohahly  rcuuire  i ..  c .-.ore  Jetlvod,  .uiit  oricnh.iJ  effort  tiian  wo  IJ 
bo  possible  wit..  Defense  Syste.iis  anagfiment  School  manpower  and  ti.ne 
constrainus. 
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This  study  has  shown  that  the  nunber  of  identifiable  major  d'!»fenso 

% 

system  project  managers  at  Defense  Agencies  is  not  sufficiently  large  to 
warrant  characterization  of  project  /aanagement  at  Defense  Agency  level 
versus  ^iilitary  departfLent  level  in  terms  of  tneir  chara  cteristic  .rio.ie  of 
operation,  jroblems  encountered,  and  their  tyoes  of  successes  and  failures. 

The  primary  use  foreseen  for  this  stody  is  as  background  for  Defense 
Systems  Management  School  instructors  in  the  early  portion  of  the  Overview 
of  Sy5>tems  Acquisition  Management  course  where  the  project  r.anager's  po- 
sition in  the  ’■lilitary  Department  and  Department  o.’  Defense  organizational 


structure  is  addressed 
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